Sir,

We thank the various authors for their in-depth interest in our recently published article. We also appreciate the comments and suggestions received. The reader has suggested to change the design of the study from observational to interventional. We have used the standard methods of monitoring (subjective and objective) in two groups and followed their own natural outcomes (suitable time for extubation) as per the standard protocols. Then we have compared the two groups. There is no "intervention" which is new or nonstandard and there is no "intervention" which could change the natural course in a particular patient.\[[@ref1]\] Moreover, the anaesthesiologists were free to choose from any of the two techniques.

We agree that the data of nine patients which were excluded may have had a substantial effect on the interpretation of results. However, these patients were excluded from our study as their duration of surgery exceeded 2 hours (which was not in agreement with our approved inclusion criteria for the study). The comment that postoperative recovery of the Train of Four (TOF) ratio to 0.9 does not exclude an impairment of neuromuscular transmission is based on the study,\[[@ref2]\] as quoted by the reader. This study was done in 13 patients who were suffering from cancer and the duration of surgery was more than 120 minutes (2 hours) in all the patients. All these factors were exclusion criteria in our study as the existing co-morbidities and duration of surgery along with the need for postoperative elective ventilation may have affected the outcome.

Recent literature suggests that monitoring of neuromuscular transmission is now the gold standard for monitoring and patients can be safely extubated once the TOF ratio \>0.9.\[[@ref3]\] According to the eminent reader our study seems to be a daring discourse as the benefits of using neostigmine to reverse a neuromuscular blockade (NMB) far outweighs its potential risks which have not been yet observed. We believe that this statement itself supports our hypothesis that objective neuromuscular monitoring (NMM) can help us in avoiding the use of anticholinesterases for reversal. Studies have shown that even after using neostigmine patients should not be extubated till the TOF ratio of 0.9 is achieved.\[[@ref4]\] This concept is the point of research; when we have to wait for extubation till the TOF ratio \>0.9 is achieved, then why should neostigmine be used for reversal of neuromuscular blockade when it causes an acetylcholine surge but does not ensure complete reversal? Moreover, we also recommend large scale randomised trials to study the risks of using neostigmine in humans and establishing NMM as a standard tool for safe reversal of patients without using neostigmine. Further, if the objective criteria were to be used instead of subjective criteria in nonexposed group as well, it would altogether be a different kind of study.

Regarding doses and frequency rocuronium, standard doses were used and repeated as per the duration of surgery and appearance of second count of TOF, so it has no effect on whether to use reversal agents or not. As suggested, there is evidence for the significant presence of residual neuromuscular weakness in the postoperative period even with the use of reversal agent; this itself justifies our conclusion that objective NMM should be a mandatory tool to avoid residual NMB effects or shortcomings of neostigmine.

As suggested, sevoflurane may affect TOF ratio, but the extubation was done when the TOF \>0.9, irrespective of any other factors and the time taken for extubation between the two groups was statistically insignificant. All the suggestions are welcome and based on them, we can plan future studies with appropriate designs.

Financial support and sponsorship {#sec2-1}
=================================

Nil.

Conflicts of interest {#sec2-2}
=====================

There are no conflicts of interest.
